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from forests can be traced to the Sukramti} It is also certain that
the revenue from customs (sulka\ continued to be a definite source
of State income from the reign of Skanda Gupta, if not earlier,
down to the end of the seventh century. Such tolls were recovered
on roads in the d&ys of Dan din, who refers to "trade on roads
where they pay no tolls."2
The reason why guilds of craftsmen, artisans and others were
taxed during the Gupta regime appears to have been on account
of their wealth. The Mandasor stone inscription of Kumara Gupta I
and Bandhuvarman, dated A. D. 473-74, states that the guild of
the silk-cloth weavers had ustores of wealth acquired by the exercise
of their craft/'8
Of these terms the tax uparikara has been the subject of much dis-
cussion.   Fleet was the first writer who suggested that it must   have
originated from its Prakrfca word upari or upri which denotes that it
was a "tax levied on cultivators who have no  proprietory rights   in
the soil.1**   This interpretation was not accepted by Dr Grhosai   who
stated   that   it   was   a " tax   on   permanent and  temporary   tenants
respectively."5     Dr  L.  D. Barnett,   however,   as    remarked    earlier
considered   that   it   was   the   counterpart   of   the   Tamil   expression
wel-varani)   that  is the  Crown's  share of  the   produce.6   Dr.   Ghosal
disagreed with this view   on the following   grounds.   He holds  that
the ancient  Indian   land   grants  have   other  and   distinct  terms   to
signify   "the Crown's  share  of the produce", the most common of
these  being   the   bhac/a-bhoga-kara   and   Jrironya  which   are  included
with the udraiiga and the uparikara among the privileges assigned to
the   donees by   the authors   of  the   giants.    Secondly,  he adds   that
some grants of Assamese rulers, of the tenth and eleventh centuries,
called   Balavarman   and Ratnapala couple the officers, charged with
the collection of revenue with the recovery of uparikara and those
charged with  the   recovery  of   the   utkhctana  impost,   in  a  list  of
oppressors who were forbidden to enter the donated land.   Therefore
he contends that " the uparikara was not a regular item of revenue
like the " Crown's share of the produce/' <4 but was an irregular tax
which   bore   harshly   on the  cultivators/"7   It   is difficult   to  agree
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